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livestock) the operation of the Act is confined to agreements
in relation to which proceedings would normally come within
the jurisdiction of the County Court, and by section 12 the
County Court is, by implication, given extended jurisdiction
in actions in which an owner seeks to recover from a hirer
possession of goods let under a hire-purchase agreement relat-
ing to livestock, although the goods sought to be recovered
exceed in value the normal County Court jurisdiction, provided
always that the hire-purchase price under the agreement does
not exceed £500.
 (a)	" Hire-Purchase Agreement."   This term is in this
Act for the first time given a statutory definition (section
21 (i) ).    This definition by the use of the words " will or
may " seems to include not only agreements to hire with an
option to purchase (as in Helby v. Matthews, [1895] A.C. 471 ;
3 Digest 93, 245), but also agreements to purchase after the
conclusion of the hiring (as in Lee v. Butter, [1893] 2 O.B. 318 ;
3 Digest 92, 241).   Compare Finance Act, 1907, section 7 ;
16 Halsbury's Statutes 736, where the words " will or may "
are also used.    See p. 154 et seq, ante.
 (b)	" Credit-Sale Agreement."   This is a new statutory
definition for an agreement, of a very restricted kind, for
the sale of goods.   By section 21 (i) it is defined as " an
agreement for the sale of goods under which the purchase
price is payable by five or more instalments."   Nothing is
said as to the time when the property is to pass or as to the
time when possession is to be given to the buyer, but presum-
ably the agreement is different from any which might be
included in the definition hire-purchase agreement, in that
there is no element of hire, otherwise some agreements in
Lee v. Butler form would also come within the definition of
credit-sale agreements and it is assumed that that is not the
intention.    It is submitted that the intention of the legis-
lature was that in the case of a credit-sale agreement the
property should pass on the making of the agreement, or at
any rate on delivery of the goods, but it is questionable in
view of the Sale of Goods Act, 1893   (sections 17 and 18),
whether that intention has been carried out.
If it had been contemplated that the property might not
pass immediately possession was given, it is unlikely that
similar provisions to those contained in sections 5 (a), 7 and n
would not have been included, in .relation to credit-sale
agreements. It would appear as though there may be in
practice some difficulty in deciding in what class a sale on

